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REMARKS 

The Office Action dated January 27, 2011 has been carefully reviewed and the 
foregoing remarks have been made in consequence thereof. 

Claims 1-8 and 10-31 are now pending in this application. Claims 1-8 and 10-31 
stand rejected. 

The rejection of Claims 1-7 and 10-31 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,353,734 to Wright in view of U.S. Patent No. 7,039,120 to Thoumy et 

al. (hereinafter referred to as "Thoumy") is respectfully traversed. 

Initially, in the "Response to Arguments" section on page 2 of the Office Action, the 
Office asserts that in Applicants' previous argument, the argument that 'Thoumy describes 
terminating a transmission sent from a peripheral station (alleged subscriber) to a base station 
(alleged supervisory processor) if the base station determines that the transmission does not 
meet certain criteria. Thus, the base station described in Thoumy is analyzing transmissions 
received from the peripheral station (alleged subscriber), which is the opposite of what is 
recited in the present claims" is not persuasive because Thoumy was never relied upon to 
teach the claimed subscriber or supervisoiy processor. The Office further asserts that 
Thoumy is only relied on to show that it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to terminate transmissions in general when quality of 
signal does not meet a required value. Thus, the Office asserts that the proposed modification 
of Wright with the teachings of Thoumy would provide an ability to terminate transmissions 
to a particular remote airline flight operations control center if a signal quality fell below a 
predetermined level. 

Based on the Office's line of reasoning, it is evident that the Office's "motivation" to 
combine the references ignores how the elements in each reference interact, and more 
specifically, the process of terminating a transmission as described in Thoumy. 
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For example, with respect to the Office's assertion that Thoumy was merely used to 
describe terminating a transmission in general, this generalization completely ignores how 
Thoumy describes terminating a transmission. MPEP 2141.02 VI requires that a prior art 
reference must be considered in its entirety. Thus, considering how Thoumy describes 
terminating a transmission, Thoumy requires a transmission request sent from a peripheral 
station and received by a base station to be terminated by the base station if the base station 
determines that the transmission does not meet certain criteria. Thus, the base station 
described in Thoumy is analyzing a transmission request received from the peripheral station 
and determining whether or not to send information associated with the transmission request, 
which is not what is recited in the present claims. For example, the present claims determine 
whether or not to make information unusable to a subscriber based on a data sharing 
agreement, as opposed to Thoumy, which enables a base station to terminate sending 
information received by a base station from a peripheral station. As such, as required by 
MPEP 2141.02 VI, when Thoumy is considered in its entirety and without picking and 
choosing various elements of Thoumy in hindsight, Thoumy actually describes a base station 
(e.g., claimed supervisory processor) that analyzes transmission requests received from a 
peripheral station (e.g., claimed subscriber), which is the opposite of what is recited in the 
present claims. 

Further, with respect to the Office's assertion that Thoumy was never relied upon to 
teach a "subscriber" or a "supervisory processor", in order to determine how Thoumy 
describes the process of terminating a transmission, one must understand how the base station 
and peripheral device interact when compared to a supervisory processor and a subscriber 
recited in the present claims. Therefore, even if the Office did not rely on Thoumy as 
describing a supervisory processor and a subscriber, the alleged equivalent of a supervisory 
processor and a subscriber described in Thoumy must be considered. 

In addition to the above, even if the Office merely used Thoumy as describing 
terminating a transmission in general when quality of signal does not meet a required value, 
combining this feature with the teachings of Wright still does not describe or suggest 
receiving a disabling configuration instruction at a supervisory processor which alters a 
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configuration of a supervisory processor, wherein the altered configuration of the supervisory 
processor renders the stream of data unusable by the subscriber. 

Claim 1 recites a method of selectively controlling communication between a data 
source and a subscriber that comprises "receiving, from the data source, a stream of data at a 
supervisory processor; controlling transmission of the stream of data from the supervisory 
processor to the subscriber based on a configuration of the supervisory processor; 
determining that the subscriber has failed to satisfy at least one predefined obligation in a 
data sharing agreement between an owner of the stream of data and the subscriber; and 
receiving a disabling configuration instruction at the supervisory processor which alters the 
configuration of the supervisory processor, wherein the altered configuration of the 
supervisory processor renders the stream of data unusable by the subscriber." 

No combination of Wright and Thoumy describes nor suggests a method of 
selectively controlling communication between a data source and a subscriber as is recited in 
Claim 1 . More specifically, no combination of Wright and Thoumy describes nor suggests a 
method of controlling transmission of a stream of data from a supervisory processor to a 
subscriber based on a configuration of the supervisory processor, determining that the 
subscriber has failed to satisfy at least one predefined obligation in a data sharing agreement 
between an owner of the stream of data and the subscriber, and receiving a disabling 
configuration instruction at the supervisory processor which alters the configuration of the 
supervisory processor, wherein the altered configuration of the supervisory processor renders 
the stream of data unusable by the subscriber. Rather, the Office acknowledges that Wright 
does not describe or suggest disabling a transmission of monitored information when a 
subscriber has failed to satisfy at least one predefined obligation in a data sharing agreement 
between an owner of the information and the subscriber and the Office relies on Thoumy as 
allegedly describing this feature. Applicants respectfiiUy disagree. 

Thoumy merely describes terminating a transmission sent from a peripheral station 
(alleged subscriber) to a base station (alleged supervisory processor) if the base station 
determines that the transmission does not meet certain criteria. Thus, the base station 
described in Thoumy is analyzing transmissions received from the peripheral station (alleged 
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subscriber), which is the opposite of what is recited in Claim 1. For example, Claim 1 
enables a supervisory processor to render a stream of data unusable by a subscriber based on 
a data sharing agreement, as opposed to Thoumy, which enables a base station (alleged 
supervisory processor) to terminate transmissions sent from a peripheral station (alleged 
subscriber) to the base station. 

Accordingly, for at least the reasons stated above. Claim 1 is submitted to be 
patentable over Wright in view of Thoumy. 

Claims 2-7, 10 and 11 depend from independent Claim 1. When the recitations of 
Claims 2-7, 10 and 11 are considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 1, 
Applicants submit that dependent Claims 2-7, 10 and 1 1 likewise are patentable over Wright 
in view of Thoumy. 

Claim 12 recites a data network that comprises "a first proprietary network segment 
configured to receive proprietary data communication from a proprietary data source ... a 
supervisory processor communicatively coupled to said first proprietary network segment, 
said processor configured to execute software instructions based on a processor configuration 
... a subscriber network segment coupled to said supervisory processor, said subscriber 
network segment configured to disable a functional transmission of subscriber data from said 
supervisory processor to a subscriber if it is determined that the subscriber has failed to 
satisfy at least one predefined obligation in a data sharing agreement between an owner of the 
subscriber data and the subscriber." 

No combination of Wright and Thoumy describes nor suggests a data network as is 
recited in Claim 12. More specifically, no combination of Wright and Thoumy describes nor 
suggests a subscriber network segment configured to disable a fiinctional transmission of 
subscriber data from a supervisory processor to a subscriber if it is determined that the 

subscriber has failed to satisfy at least one predefined obligation in a data sharing agreement 
between an owner of the subscriber data and the subscriber. Rather, the Office acknowledges 
that Wright does not describe or suggest disabling a transmission of monitored information 
when a subscriber has failed to satisfy at least one predefined obligation in a data sharing 



5 



PATENT 
141841 (AT 17851-95) 

agreement between an owner of the information and the subscriber and the Office relies on 
Thoumy as allegedly describing this feature. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Thoumy merely describes terminating a transmission sent from a peripheral station 
(alleged subscriber) to a base station (alleged supervisory processor) if the base station 
determines that the transmission does not meet certain criteria. Thus, the base station 
described in Thoumy is analyzing transmissions received from the peripheral station (alleged 
subscriber), which is the opposite of what is recited in Claim 12. For example, the Claim 12 
enables a subscriber network segment to disable a functional transmission of subscriber data 
from a supervisory processor to a subscriber, as opposed to Thoumy, which enables a base 
station (alleged supeivisory processor) to terminate transmissions sent from a peripheral 
station (alleged subscriber) to the base station. 

Accordingly, for at least the reasons stated above. Claim 12 is submitted to be 
patentable over Wright in view of Thoumy. 

Claims 13-21 depend from independent Claim 12. When the recitations of Claims 13- 
21 are considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 12, Applicants submit that 
dependent Claims 13-21 likewise are patentable over Wright in view of Thoumy. 

Claim 22 recites a gas turbine control monitoring system for selectively transmitting 
gas turbine engine operational data from a supervisory processor to a subscriber. The gas 
turbine control monitoring system comprises, "a subscriber data network communicatively 
coupled to said supervisory processor, wherein said supervisory processor is configured to 
selectively transmit gas turbine engine operational data to the subscriber through said 
subscriber data network, and wherein the transmission from said supervisory processor to 
said subscriber is disabled if it is determined that the subscriber has failed to satisfy at least 
one predefined obligation in a data sharing agreement between an owner of the gas turbine 
engine operational data and the subscriber." 

No combination of Wright and Thoumy describes nor suggests a gas turbine control 
monitoring system as is recited in Claim 22. More specifically, no combination of Wright 
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and Thoumy describes nor suggests a gas turbine control monitoring system that includes a 
subscriber data network communicatively coupled to a supervisory processor, wherein the 
supervisory processor is configured to selectively transmit gas turbine engine operational data 
to a subscriber through the subscriber data network, and wherein the transmission from the 
supervisory processor to said subscriber is disabled if it is determined that the subscriber has 
failed to satisfy at least one predefined obligation in a data sharing agreement between an 
owner of the gas turbine engine operational data and the subscriber. Rather, the Office 
acknowledges that Wright does not describe or suggest disabling a transmission of monitored 
information when a subscriber has failed to satisfy at least one predefined obligation in a data 
sharing agreement between an owner of the information and the subscriber and the Office 
relies on Thoumy as allegedly describing this feature. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Thoumy merely describes terminating a transmission sent from a peripheral station 
(alleged subscriber) to a base station (alleged supervisory processor) if the base station 
determines that the transmission does not meet certain criteria. Thus, the base station 
described in Thoumy is analyzing transmissions received from the peripheral station (alleged 
subscriber), which is the opposite of what is recited in Claim 22. For example. Claim 22 
disables a transmission from a supervisory processor to a subscriber, as opposed to Thoumy, 
which enables a base station (alleged supervisory processor) to terminate transmissions sent 
from a peripheral station (alleged subscriber) to the base station. 

Accordingly, for at least the reasons stated above. Claim 22 is submitted to be 
patentable over Wright in view of Thoumy. 

Claims 23-31 depend from independent Claim 22. When the recitations of Claims 23- 
3 1 are considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 22, Applicants submit that 
dependent Claims 23-3 1 likewise are patentable over Wright in view of Thoumy. 

For the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully request that the Section 103 
rejection of Claims 1-7 and 10-31 be withdrawn. 
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The rejection of Claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. 
in view of Thoumy, and fiirther in view of U.S. 
referred to as "Allen") is respectfully traversed. 



§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wright 
Patent No. 6,476,763 to Allen (hereinafter 



The Office alleges that Allen describes a vehicle telemetry system whose transmission 
system is disabled after a period of inactivity. However, even if this allegation is true, Allen 
does not remedy the deficiencies of Wright and Thoumy in describing or rendering obvious 
the features of Claim 1. 

Claim 8 depends from independent Claim 1, when the recitations of Claim 8 are 
considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 1, Applicants submit that dependent 
Claim 8 likewise is patentable over Wright in view of Thoumy, and fiirther in view of Allen. 

For the reasons set forth above. Applicants respectfiiUy request that the Section 103 
rejection of Claim 8 be withdrawn. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, all the claims now active in this 
application arc believed to be in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and favorable 
action are respectfiilly solicited. 

RespectfiiUy submitted, 

/Kevin K. Jones/ 

Kevin K. Jones 
Registration No. 56,809 
ARMSTRONG TEASDALE LLP 
7700 Forsyth Blvd., Suite 1800 
St. Louis, Missouri 63 105 
(314) 621-5070 



